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Argument for a Pre-appeal Brief Request for Review 
Status of prosecution 

This application has 65 claims. The independent claims are 1, 36. 3:9, and 43. Examiner 
mailed a final Office action on 10/18/2006 in which he rejected claims 39-42 as 
anticipated by Oracle 9i Database Documentation (Release 2 (9.2), March 2002, 
hereinafter ''Oracle", and rejected the remaining claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being 
obvious over the combination of Oracle and a new reference, U.S. Patent 6,993,529, 
Blasko, et al., Importing data using metadata, filed June 1, 2001 (henceforth "Blasko"). 
In a response to the final Office action filed 1/17/2007, Applicants traversed the rejection 
of claims 1-38, and 43-65 and amended their claims 39 and 41. In an Advisory Action 
mailed 2/5/2007, Examiner persisted in his rejections of claims 1-38 and 43-65 and 
refused to enter the amendment to claims 39-42. Applicants filed an amendment on 
2/18/2007 in which they canceled claims 39-42 and obtained a 1-month extension of time 
and are now filing the present Request far a Pre-Appeal-Brief * Conference . 

Argument 

The independent claims remaining in the application after the amendment of 2/18/2007 
are claims 1, 36, and 43. Claim 1 is directed to "apparatus in a database management 
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system for performing a job"; claim 43 is a method claim corresponding to apparatus 
claim 1; and claim 36 is directed to the "control database object" which is part of the 
apparatus of claim 1 and is employed in the method of claim 43. All of these 
independent claims are distinguished from the references by substantially the same 
limitations; consequently, in the following, only claim 1 and the claims dependent 
therefrom will be discussed in detail. The Conferees will immediately see that the 
arguments made with regard to claim 1 and the claims dependent therefrom apply equally 
to claims 36 and 43 and the claims dependent from those claims. 

The embodiment of the invention: FIGs. 3 and 5 

The embodiment of the invention is shown in overview in FIG. 3 and described in 
overview at page 7, line 30 through page 10, line 2. As there described, salient features 
of the embodiment are the following, described at page 8, line 34-page 9, line 14: 

• database objects are "objects that can be manipulated by DBMS programs" (page 8, 
lines 8 and 9). 

• the embodiment exports database objects from a database and imports them into a 
database (page 8, lines 28-33). 

• The export and import operations are controlled by master table 321, which is a 
database object that represents the import or export job. Master table 321 has the 
following functions: 

- it determines what objects are imported or exported, how they are imported or 
exported, and what operations are performed on them in the course of import or 
export; 

- it contains information about the current status of the import or export job mid 
permits stopping and restarting a job. 

- it permits a job to continue while the user for whom the job is being performed is 
detached from the database system. 

Master table 321 is shown in detailed overview in FIG. 5 and described at page 10, line 5 
through page 11, line 29. A salient feature of master table 321 that is described there is 
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that the objects being imported or exported are represented by rows in the master table 
(page 11, lines 5-19). 

Applicants' claim 1 

Applicants' claim 1 is straightforward. It reads as follows: 

1. (previously presented) Apparatus in a database management system 
for performing a job which transfers a set of database objects into or out of 
the database management system, the apparatus comprising: 

a transfer mechanism that transfers database objects; and 
a queryable control database object that represents the job and 
specifies the set of objects, 

the transfer mechanism operating under control of the control database 
object to transfer the objects in the set. 

The claim is directed to apparatus for transferring a set of database objects into or out of a 
database management system. The apparatus has the salient features set forth in the 
foregoing discussions of FIGs. 3 and 5: the job performed by the apparatus "transfers a 
set of database objects into or out of the database management system; the apparatus 
includes "a queryable control database object that represents the job and specifies the set 
of objects" (master table 321); and the apparatus "operates under control of the control 
database objects to transfer objects in the set". 

The rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

As the Conferees are aware, in order to reject a claim under 35 U.S.C. 103, the examiner 
must make a prima facie case of obviousness in which the examiner demonstrates, among 
other things, that the combination of references which forms the basis of the rejection 
shows all of the limitations of the claim under rejection. Applicants will demonstrate in 
the following that Examiner has not made his prima facie case. 

Claim 1 is rejected on the combination of the CREATE PROCEDURE SQL statement 
and Blasko. The CREATE PROCEDURE statement is taken to disclose the control 
database object; Blasko is taken to disclose the limitations "queryable . . . and specifies 
the set of objects". 
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Beginning with CREATE PROCEDURE, an SQL statement is of course not a database 
object at all. As defined in the reference, CREATE PROCEDURE is used "to create a 
standalone stored procedure or a call specification." The procedure created by CREATE 
PROCEDURE also cannot be the control database object. A procedure defines only a set 
of steps; it does not specify a set of objects that the set of steps is to be performed on and 
consequently cannot itself "represent the job" where the job is "transferring] a set of 
database objects into or out of a database management system". Because that is so, a 
stored procedure cannot be taken to be claim Ts "control object". 

Blasko discloses a system for importing data contained in a log of "click data" into a data 
warehouse and then aggregating information contained in the imported click data. The 
system is shown in overview in FIG. 1, described beginning at col. 3, line 33. The import 
operation uses a database table 106 containing "import metadata" that describes how the 
click data is to be transformed into rows in click data tables in the data warehouse and a 
database table 109 containing "aggregation metadata" that describes how values in the 
click data tables are to be aggregated into values in other tables in the data warehouse. 
For overviews of both kinds of metadata, see col. 3, lines 49-61. 

In his rejection, Examiner cites the "aggregation metadata" as described at col. 10, lines 
31-59 as being "queryable ... and specifies the set of objects". The first difficulty with 
Blasko is that neither the aggregation metadata nor the import metadata "represents the 
job and specifies the set of objects". The "job" is "transferring] a set of database objects 
into or out of the database management system". Blasko does not "transfer a set of 
database objects into or out of the database management system." Blasko uses his import 
metadata to transform the non-database objects contained in log data 101 into database 
tables and his aggregation metadata to aggregate information contained in the click data 
tables into fields in other database tables. Further, Blasko's import metadata table and 
aggregation metadata table describe only how to process objects; they do not specify a set 
of objects to be processed. The import metadata table describes how whatever click data 
is contained in log data 101 is processed; it does not specify either how many objects 
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there are in the log data or how many database table rows will result from the 
transformation, and thus does not "specify the set of objects". The same is the case with 
the aggregation metadata table; it describes only how data in a source table is aggregated, 
not how many objects are aggregated or how many objects result from the aggregation; 
again, no "set of objects" is specified. Further, because neither the import metadata table 
nor the aggregation metadata table specifies a set of objects, neither can "represent the 
job", since the job is "transferring] a set of database objects ..." 

The combined references thus do not disclose "a queryable control database object that 
represents the job and specifies the set of objects", where a "job" "transfers a set of 
database objects into or out of the database management system", and because that is the 
case, Examiner has not made his prima facie case of obviousness and his rejection of 
claim 1 is without basis. 

The other claims 

The Conferees will immediately see that the above arguments apply with equal strength 
to the rejections of independent claims 36 and 43. The dependent claims are of course 
patentable because the claims they are dependent from are patentable. It should further 
be pointed out that many of the dependent claims that are rejected on the basis of Oracle 
and Blasko add further limitations that are not disclosed in those references and are 
therefore patentable in their own rights over the references. See the discussion beginning 
at page 15, line 14 of Applicants' response of January 17. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Gordon E. Nelson/ 

Attorney of record, 
Gordon E. Nelson 
57 Central St., P.O. Box 782 
Rowley, MA, 01969, 
Registration number 30,093 
Voice: (978)948-7632 
Fax: (866) 723-0359 

2/19/07 

Date 
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